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Remarks 

Reconsideration of this Application is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-9, 14-29, and 33-43 are pending in the application, with claims 1 and 23 
being the independent claims. Claims 1, 22, and 23 have been amended. 

No new matter has been added. The amendment of claims 1 and 23 is supported 
by the Specification at least at para. 0099 and FIG. 13. Claim 22 has been amended in 
order to correct a typographical error. 

Based on the following remarks. Applicants respectfully request that the 
Examiner reconsider all outstanding rejections and that they be withdrawn. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § J 02 

The Examiner has rejected claim 1, arguing that this claim is anticipated by U.S. 

Patent Apphcation US 2002/0016800 Al ("Spivak"). Claim 1 has been amended to add 

that when sending analysis results to an output device, 

if a concept is present in an object, the strength of presence of the concept 
in the object is indicated to the user through the output device, and 
if the concept is absent from the object, the absence of the concept from the 
object is explicitly indicated to the user through the output device. 

The feature of explicitly indicating to a user the absence of a concept in an object 
is neither disclosed nor suggested by Spivak. On the contrary, Spivak discloses the 
indication of only those concepts that are present in an object, as shown in FIG. 6 of 
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Spivak. This figure shows a table of concepts 1 ...N, where a concept weight is 

presented for each concept. The accompanying text states, "Each entry indicates a 

recognized concept in the document." {See Spivak, para. 0063, Hnes 7 and 8 of the 

published application.) An entry is therefore included in the illustrated table only when 

the concept is recognized in the document. Absent concepts are not shown in Spivak. 

Therefore, while Spivak may disclose the indication to a user of the presence of a 

concept, this reference does not disclose or suggest the indication to the user of the 

absence of the concept in the object. Spivak fails to disclose or suggest all features of 

claim 1 as amended for at least this reason, and consequently does not anticipate this 

claim. 

The Examiner has also rejected claims 2-9, 14-22, 33, and 35-39, arguing that 
these claims are anticipated by Spivak. These claims all depend from claim 1 as 
amended, and therefore include all features thereof. As discussed above, Spivak fails to 
disclose or suggest all features of claim 1 as amended. This reference therefore also fails 
to disclose or suggest all features of any of claims 2-9, 14-22, 33, and 35-39. For at least 
this reason, none of claims 2-9, 14-22, 33, and 35-39 is anticipated by Spivak. 

The Examiner has also rejected claim 23, arguing that this claim is anticipated by 
Spivak. Clam 23 has been amended in a similar manner as claim 1, and now includes a 
feature of explicitly indicating to a user the absence of a concept in an object. As 
discussed above, this feature is not disclosed or suggested by Spivak. For at least this 
reason, this reference does not anticipate claim 23 as amended. 

The Examiner has also rejected claims 24-29, 34, and 40-43, arguing that these 
claims are anticipated by Spivak. These claims all depend from claim 23 as amended. 
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and therefore include all features thereof As discussed above, Spivak fails to disclose or 
suggest all features of claim 23 as amended. This reference therefore also fails to 
disclose or suggest all features of any of claims 24-29, 34, and 40-43. For at least this 
reason, none of claims 24-29, 34, and 40-43 is anticipated by Spivak. 

Other Matters 

Substance of the Interview 

Applicants wish to thank the Examiner for allowing the applicants to interview 
this application on January 17, 2008. 

In the interview, the Applicants discussed how the invention differed from the 
Spivak reference. The Applicants pointed out that Spivak does not disclose the feature 
of explicitly indicating to a user the absence of a concept in an object through an output 
device. The Examiner suggested amending the claims to include this feature. 
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Conclusion 

All of the stated grounds of objection and rejection have been properly traversed, 
accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicants therefore respectfully request that the 
Examiner reconsider all presently outstanding objections and rejections and that they be 
withdrawn. Applicants believe that a full and complete reply has been made to the 
outstanding Office Action and, as such, the present application is in condition for 
allowance. If the Examiner believes, for any reason, that personal communication will 
expedite prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the 
undersigned at the number provided. 

Prompt and favorable consideration of this Amendment and Reply is respectfully 
requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Sterne, Kessler, Goldstein & Fox P.L.L.C. 




Edward W. Yee 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 47,294 

Date: 3A^> - Z ^ , 2^^2 

1 1 00 New York Avenue, 

N.W. Washington, D.C. 20005-3934 

(202)371-2600 
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